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sphere that began to receive true
intellectual inquiry was the hew
field of the “utban natural area”

— the presetvation of wetlands,
desents, forests and graSSIands

purely for their ecologlcal valueé :

and benefits _

The eﬂ“ort to revwe cny park
systems _h_as_ slowly ggm_ed
momentum, In 1972 the Trust for
Public Land (TPL) was founded,

the first conservation organization -'

to have an exphc.lt urban compo--
nent to its work. At the same
time, fledgling nelghborhood
groups began forming to save par-
ticular parks, either throughpri-
vate fundraising or through

" public political action. There
arose a new appreciation of the
genius and work of Frederick Law
Olmsted, and in 1980 the Central
Park Conservancy was founded.
In that same year, pioneering
research and observation by
William H. Whyte resulted in the
publication .of the book The

Social Life of Small Urban Spaces
and the formation of the Project
for Public Spaces. The rise of the
urban community gardening
movement and the spread of park
activism to other cities led in
1994 to a $12 million commit-
ment by the Lila Wallace-Reader’s
Digest Foundation and the cre-
ation of the Urban Parks Institute
and the City Parks Forum, Mean-
while, city park directors formed
their own loose network through

the Urban: Parks and Recreatlon
Alllance.

Recently, many older cn:es such
as Clrncagcbl Boston, Washmgton

o létlon loss and- ﬁscal declme. th

_new residents aind a greater sense
of optimism, these places are seek—

ing 1o c0nsol1date their galns, take

advantage of their strong geogra-
phLes and’ hlstones, and become

-even more compenuve, On the -
'other side of the country,” in fasts

growing; Jow-density places like
Charlotte, Dallas and Phoenix,
planners are belatedly trying to
create vibrant downtowns and
mote walkable neighborhoods for
a more cohesive urban identity. In

old cities and new there is
temendous interest in using
parks to help shape revitalization.

Revitatizing City Parks

D uring the height of the city
parks movement, from about
1890 to 1935, a vast effort was
made to plan for parkland, to
understand the relationship
between parks and surrounding
neighborhoods, and to measure
the impact of parks on youth and
other users. Leaders in Boston,
Buffalo, Seattle, Portland, Denver,
Baltimore and elsewhere were
proudly and competitively trying
to convert their cities from drab,
polluted industrial cores into
beautiful, cubturally uplifiing cen-
ters. They knew that a well

- designed and maintained park

system was integral to that mis-
sion.

Inspired by Frederick Law
Olmsted’s Emerald Necklace in
Boston and boulevard systems in
Minneapolis and Kansas City,
many cities sketched out intercon-
nected greenways linking neigh-
borhoods, parks and natural
areas. Careful measurements wete
made of the location of parks and
the travel distance (by foot, gener-
ally) for each neighborhood and
resident. The field of park
research was greatly assisted by
the federal government through
the National Conference on Out-
door Recreation, which provided
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" ATTENDEES; URBAN PARKS COLLOQUIUM,
HOUSTON, TEX., OCTOBER 10-11, 2001

Twenty-eight urban and park experts met for two days in Houston in October, 2001 to dis-
cuss in detail what attributes make for an excellent city park system. Culling through scores

of factors and hundreds of observations, the group compressed the variables into eight

principle measures. Based on these measures, detailed surveys were sent to the park directors

of the systems in the biggest cities. This report is based on the deliberations in Houston
combined with the results of the surveys.

The Trust for Public Land wishes to express its deep thanks and appreciation 1o the group

of experts which gave so generously of their time, knowledge and insights. TPL also thanks

the leadership and top staff of the park agencies for taking so much time to ferret out answers
to the numerous challenging questionis posed by the survey, It is our hope that the informa-

tion thus gleaned will benefit city park efforts everywhere far into the future.

Gayle Berens, Urban Land Institute, Washington, D.C.

Charlas Baverldge, Frederick Law Olmsted Papers, Washington, D.C.

Kathy Blaha, Trust for Public Land, Washington, D.C.

Ken Bounds, Seattle Dept, of Parks and Recreation, Seattle, Wash.

John Crompten, Dept of Recreation, Park and Tourism Sciences, College Station, Tex.
Dan Dustin, Florida International University, Port Charlotte, Fla.

Caryn Emst, Trust for Public Land, Washington, D.C.

Mary Eysanhach, City Parks Forum, Chicago, 1L

Jore French, Author, Urban Green, Gulf Breeze, Fla,

Paul Gobster, U.S. Forest Service/North Central Research Station, Evanston, ILL
Ranoy Goldenhery, Central Philadelphia Development Corporation, Philadelphia, Pa.
Peter Harnlk, Trust for Public Land, Washington, D.C,

Mark Johnson, Civitas, Denver, Colo.

Rancy Kafka, Trust for Public Land, Boston, Mass.

Dale Larsen, Phoenix Dept of Parks and Recreation, Phoenix, Ariz.

Roksan Okan-VIgk, Friends of Hermann Park, Houston, Tex.

Joan Reilly, Philadelphia Green, Philadelphia, Pa.

Maltreyi Roy, Philadelphia Green, Philadelphia, Pa.

Oliver Spellman, Houston Parks and Recreation Dept., Houston, Tex.

Lee Springgate, Point Wilson Group, Port Townsend, Wash.

Erlc Tamulonls, Wallace Roberts Todd, Philadelphia, Pa.

Tim TompklIns, Partnerships for Parks, New York, N.Y.

Erma Tranter, Friends of the Parks, Chicago, 1L '

Joe Wynns, Indianapolis Patks and Recreation Department, Indianapolis, Ind.
Lean Younget, Leon Younger & Pros, Indianapolis, Ind.
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do only a few things really well,
Claypool was shocked to discover
that the Chicago Park District had
13 divisions, only one of which
was called “parks.” Going back to
the agency’s mission statement,
he privatized much of the work,

sions, and
decentral-
ized. Within
less than a
decade, the
Park District

: excellence,

Lastly, to
inform the
LR skarna AT v public, the
department should regularly pub-
lish an annual report summariz-
ing its system and programs and
showing how closely it came to
fulfilling its mandate. Only 31 {54
percent} of agencies surveyed
publish an annual report, and five
of those do not maintain a yearly
schedule, Worse, most of the
reports largely provide “soft”
concepts and images rather than
hard, factual information, such as
number of activities held, number
of people served, and other spe-
cific outcomes and measurable
benefits. Few agencies give a com-
prehensive budgetary report, and
fewer still look honestly at chal-
lenges that weren't adequately
met and how they could be better
tackled in the future.

ExCELLENT PRACTICE

A TOP NOTCH ANNUAL REPORT _
MINNEAPOLIS PARK AND RECREATION BOARD

The ideal annual report is numerically precise, factually complate, and
attractively readable. in shor, it is a yearly documant that elusidales park
successes (and failures) and aiso elicits pride in the system.

One of tha most outstanding annual reports Is produced hy the Minneapo-
lis Park and Recreation Board. In additicn 1o recounting in detall the year's
svents and highlights, the report takes the extra step of giving certain pra-
Jests context by showing how they tie in with developments in the clty as a
whola. Also unusual (and couragesus!), it dossn’t shy away from raporting
on various problems — such as tree foss to Dutch Elm disease, pollution of
the city's lakes or crime In ¢ertaln parks ~— and what is helng done to
address them. To feature parinerships and activists, i lists the name of viriu-
ally every indlvidual and corporation who donated time and meney. Finally,
the raport provides exceptionally detailed, somplete and useful financial
numbers.

Production of the 60- to 80-pape annual report costs ahout $20,900 (in
addition fo staff time), takes about eight months and is handled by one staff
member working with outside consultants. The agancy prints 1,000 copies,
which are distrlbuted to all city stected officlals, all nelghborhaod assocla-
tions, the media, key partner companies and organizations, and are also
placed In every libeary and in the office of every staffed park.

* THE ExceLLeNT CITY PARK SYSTEM



EXCELLENT PRACTIGCE

PLANNING AND PARTNERSHIPS
~ SEATTLE DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“Seattle does planning moraing, noon and night,” jokes
Kovln Stoops, manager of major projects and planning for.
Seattle’s Dapartment of Parks and Recreation. It also has.
an extraordinary web of parinerships wih non-profit service
providers. -

Creation of the anncy 5 2000 park plan actually bagan
five years earlier in a completely separate department —
the Department of Nelghborhotids. Over that periad, Neigh-
borhoods worked with resldents to create individual plans
far 38 different neighborhoods. Only then did Parks and
Recreation hecome Involved to determine what residents
wanted in térms of greenspace in their communities.

To start, the Parks Dapartmant spalled qut euen_rlhing it
had promised each naightorhnod and showad what had
been delivered — and what hadn’t — from the previous
plan. Since mich had been accomplished, it producad an
upbast markeling brochure, Ideas into Actions, whith it
handed out at public maaﬂngs and mailed to community
organizations.

After the neighborhood sesstons, staff met with its vari-
ous advlsory councils anil created a draft plan. Usinga -
consultant, the agency prasented tha draft at three three-
haur public workshops (hald on weekday evenings fo allow
for public Involvament) To market the meetings, the
tepartment matde announcements in the Seattle Times,
bought ad space In nelghhurhnod weekly newspapers, and
mailed to hindreds of community groups and indlvldunls, _
total of ahout 100 people attended.

Based on commants from the public, a revised paper
was presanted to the Board of Parks Commissloners, the
department’s cilizen revlaw hoard, after which a inal ver-
sion went to the clty council for a vote. The grocess took
over a year, involved the pari-time work of four staff people
plus the consuliant, and cost abaut $70,000.

higher level of service through
public-private partnership, it also
provides the agency with stronger
private-sector political support if
and when that is needed.

Park and recreation agencies
seem well attuned to pantnerships;
in our survey the average agency
had contracts with 35 non-profit
organizations. (However, this

As for public/private partnerships, Seattle’s Dapariment
of Parks and Recreatfon has an extraordinary 335 contracts
with non-profit organizations including Seattle Werks, tha
YMCA, Earth Corps, school groups and ecolopy clubs,
which collectively make up most of the voluntaer base for
the agenty. Theresa McEwan, voluntaer coordinator far the
dapartment, explains, “We're not just getting volunteers,
but activists and partners. We bensfit from their work,.
while hopelully fostering 2 sense of stewardship.”

In some cases the depariment organizes evants and pro-

~ vides the necessary toals, while the parinars bring the vol-

unieers. At other times a non-profit creates the special
event, such as Seattle’s Unlted Day of Caring, where hun-
dreds of corporations let-employees take the day off to par-
ticipate.

_ Interestingly, even though Seattie spends more on
parks, per capita, than any other large city, it is still not
énough. Therefore, the Parks and Recreation Department
kias an ambitious and extenslve Adopt-a- Pa_rk program.

The adoption of a park usually begins with tha interest

of a single citizen, aithough the leve! of work gensrally-

requif‘as the evolution of a full-fledpad “friends” proug. The

_ process b__sgin"s when a need, such s a play érea or an eco- -
logical restoration, Is identified. Staff from the department
- then meet on slfe with community members to discuss foa-

sibllity, standards, rulss and expenses. Next, the cltizen
group appiles for a grant lhruugh the ananment of Neigh-

" borhoeds, and, i accepted, hiras necassary assistance

(such as a planner or reslerallnnlst)_ When an-the-ground
restoration begins, the group officially signs a memoraii-
dum of agreement as an Adopt-a-Park collaharator.

Sirice the relationship involves considerable support
work by the agency, Seattle takes these partnership very
setiously. To sign an Adopt-a-Park contract, the group must
agres to at least a five-yéar plan and must show the agency
it has the ahility o do the work and stay in for the {onp haul.

number may be misleadingly high
because of two agencies with hun-
dreds of partners; many others
had orly two of three.)
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EXCELLERT PRACTICE

{NCREASING LANDHOLDINGS, ASSURING REVENUE
CHIGAGO PARK DISTRICT

Dospite its world-famons lakefront park system and & park agency that is Better funded than any aifter in the country,
Chicago has a shortage of parkland. But, under the leadership of Mayor Richard M, Daley, the ¢ity has embarked on an
ambitious and thoughtiul effort to acquire additional land ta more aquitabiy serve its residents.

Called the CitySpace Pian, itis a joint program of the ¢ity, the Chicago Park Distrist, the Forest Preserve District of Gook
County, and the Chicago Public Sehools, Finding that 63 percent of Chicagoans livéd In naighborhoods where parks are
aither too crowded or too far away, CitySpace in 1083 sat ouit to mathadically gain open space in {ive ways:

* convert asphalt sthaalyards and pnrliuns of school parking lots to grass fislds

* create fralls, gresnways and wildlife habitat alongside infand waterways such as the Chicage River and I.ake Calumet
* turn vacant, tax-delinquent private lots into community gardens

* redevelop abandoned factories into mixed-use dmlapmants that include parkland

* huild parks on decks over rallyards

Before plunging Into this tormidable task, the planners carried oula detailsd study of virtually evary square foot of the
¢ity, identifying hoth community neads and each parcel of public and private open space. They also worked with more than
100 ofher governmant agencies and civic, community and business organizations to reach a full understanding of the many
economic and regulatory processes which tend to stimulaté {or prevent) the creation of parkland. By the end of the analy-
sis, the CltySpace taam was abls to use the Incredible nnmplexlty of Chicage’s hursaucrasy te its advantage instead of
being stymied by it. Among the action steps developed ware specific sirategies to acquire funting, to make it sasier to
obtain abandaned, tax-delinquent properties, to mandate open space In special redevelopment zones, and to change zoning
laws.

. The outcome has bann lmpressivs Since 1993, undar uuidanee of ihe CitySpace plan Chicago has addad 99 acras toits
park gysiem, 150 acres td its schoo! campus park network, a 183-acre prairie for a future state open space reserve, and two

. miles of grivataly owned but puhllcly accessible riveriront promenade. The city has alse leased 10 acres alunu the Chicago
- River and provided permananl protectlon of 40 unmmunlty gardans The total cast of thls increase has been ln excess of
$30 million.

One raason the Chicago Park Dislrint has heen ahla to aﬁurd Ian:l al:qulsttiun ina staggsrinnly expsnsive market Is that
the agency is authorized to racelve a portion of the ¢itys property tax. This guarantaed source of ravenue not only shields
the Park District from city council polifies and cuthacks, it also anahlasihe apency 1o issue bonds slnes Iendars Inow !hat
repayment {s-guaranteed from tax revenue,

“The Cityspace Plan enabled us fo focus our acquisitions in the geugraphlcal areas of need,” said Bob Megquier, direc-
tor of planning and development for the Park Disirlct. “It may be a slow and costly process, but at Jeast we know that we
are putting our resources in the right places.”

Only a handful of cther ¢ity park agencies have a tharter which mandates receipt of a portmn of the prnparly tax; and
most of them are amony the better-funded departments. Chicago Park District, for instance, spends $123 per restdent,
mare than all but four of the big-eity park agencies.

than the average is doing even Although private efforts should could not afford, They are also

worse. never be designed to let the local effective in mobilizing the gen-
Moreover, there should be an government “off the hook,” they erosity of corporations, founda-

effective, complementary private can be valuable in undertaking tions and wealthy individuals who

fundraising effort — preferably monumental projects or in raising would otherwise not contribute to

one that serves not only signature work to levels of beauty and government agencies.

parks but also the whole system. extravagance that cities alone
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EXCELLENT PRACTICE

ACCESSIBILITY FOR THE HANDICAPPED -
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA.,
PARKS AND RECREATION DEPT

To allow access by all handicapped and physically chal-
tenged residents and visitars, the clty of Virginia Beash,

Virginla, has a three-part process that assures factual
input, provides public funding and puarantees follow-
through. Behind it all stands the interest and commitment
of Mayor Myra Hogendorf.

The lynchpln is the Mayar's Committee tor the Dig- -
abled which consists of a broad cross-ssction of agency
staff, private non-prafit representatives and members of
the general public. Meeting monthly, the committes pro-
vides [deas to the government and also watches that the
dizatled ara properly served.

“Since most huildlngs have already mat the govern-
mant's requirements under the Americans with Disability
Act (ADA)," explained Robert Barnaby, chair of the com-
mittee, “a major facus of the committes is now en
parks.”“The biggest need was for accessible bath-
rooms,” said Barnahy, “and most of those have been
completed by now. Another major need is for trails
across the dunes and the beach to the water.”

As for implementation, the parks departmant, working
with rapresentatives from the disabled community, does
a “sweep” through a piven park, identifies 2l the prob-
fems and then tries io fix them all under the same con-
traci 2t the same time. In addition to restraoms, this
includes putting in curb cuts, widening walkways, assur-
ing that paved surfaces are either concrate of asphalt
{not paver blocks), improving iransition points from pave-
ment to mulch, installing accessible playuruund aquip-
ment, and using ditferent textured surfaces to assist tha
biind and elderky.

The next goal is to heip people with disabilities get
fram the nelghbarhoads to the park.

equitable access for those who
can't pay full price. While it is
acceptable to charge appropriate
fees for a variety of park facilities

and programs, agencies should
consciously plan for the approxi-
mately 20 percent of residents
who cannot afford such fees, uti- work.

ASSURING OPPORTUNITY

FOR LOW-INCOME USERS
PORTLAND, ORE.,

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

“In Portland thers is an ovarriding expectation that we
will not allow poverty to be a barrler to parlicipation in
our park and recreation system,” says Lisa Turpal,
Recreation Division Manager of Portland Department of
Parks and Recreatian,

To carry out that mandate, the depariment states on
every one of Its writlen documents, “If you need finan-
cial assistance, talk to our staff.” Those who reguest
assistance are given a form which inquires about family
Income {se!i-reported and unverified). Based on the
rasuits (which stre pegged 1o the federal povernment’s
gualification schedule for free and reduced fee school
lunches), they may be oftered scholarships ranging from
25 percent to 100 parcent of the cost of a program. There
15 a limltation of one scholarship per persan per guarter.

The program ends up costing the depariment less
than five percent of its revenue, One Porttand community
center brought in $980,000 in a racent year while provid-
fng $48,000 in scholarships, Another, in a wealthier sec-
tion, eamed $1.6 million and gave scholarships worth

435,000,

“Most people ask onty when they roally need it,”
explains Yurpel. “The tricky part is to make sure that
you're hearlng from enough of the pecple who have the
need. Just having to request scholarshig assistance can
be a barrler to many, parileularly among seniors.”

- Those who are offered full scholarships are asked if
they can undertake soms simpls but valusble duties for :
the ageney, and many jump 2t the chance, according to ?
Turpel. Amang the jobs are stuifing envelopss, setting
up a room for a class, halping with general clean-up,
and answering the phong. One woman offsred to sart
through a large lost-and-found bag, throw out the worth-
less items, wash the rest and bring them back.

lizing such alternatives as scholar-
ships, fee-free hours or fee-free
days, or sweat-equity volunteer
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— i.e, rounds of golf played,
number of youth athletic team
games, admissions to swimming
pools or skating rinks, etc. But a
substantial number of agencies
mistakenly substitute this rather
small number instead of using the
much larger number of total users.
This lack of basic information is in
stark contrast to, for instance, the
transportation department, the
school system, the welfare depart-
ment, the public library, all of
which can make a strong factual
case justifying their budget
requests.

As for user satisfaction, most
agencies rely on informal feedback
such as letters of complaint or
messages relayed back by the staff.
Not only is this ineffective — lack
of rigor, lack of accuracy, lack of
replicability — it also tends to
result in a park system that meets
the efficiency needs of the
provider rather than the comfort
needs of the user (most infa-
mously, the problem of bath-
rooms that are always locked).

Naturally, it is not possible to
accurately count all the passive
users of a system. However, obser-
vation, selective counts and
extrapolations — repeated over
time — can provide meaningful
data. Chicago takes aerial photos
of large events and then uses a
grid to count participants. The city
also sets up electronic counters 10
measure the number of users pass-
ing a given point.

:© EXGCELLENT PRACTICE

KNOWING ABOUT USERS euﬁ_gin'u'é;i

when visits oceur, day of week pref
tawn visitors to parks. it focuses on
erences and priorities. (For exampl
parks to buying more land.) Citizen

in 2001, 66 percant of those su
once; extrapolating to the full popu

of 43 million uses.:
Dasipning and tonducting the sl
Fromi then on, using a similar surv
dropped to about $15,000 each time: in:
contuct the survey every ofher vear ’

® What is the yearly use of ihe
park sysiem {i.e., user-
days)? What Is the usership
by time of day; by park; by
activity; and by user temo-_
graphics?

m Is there at least one full-time
person én the park agency
{or elsewheye in the cily
government) devoted fo sur-
veying park users and non-
users, and analyzing the
surveys? If so, how alien are
surveys conducted?
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Again, the excellent park system
actually tracks youth crime by
neighborhood over time in an
effort to determine whether tar-
geted recreation programs are hav-
ing success.

Basic to any cnme~ﬁghtmg
strategy is the accurate, regular col-
lection of ¢rime datain parks and,

hoods are interrelated. (Unfortu-
nately, only about half the sur-
veyed agencies collect this data
and, of those that do, most have
no strategy to use the informa-
tion.} Another valuable piece of
information is the ratio of male to
fernale users in each park since a
fow level of female users is a very

strong indication of a park which
feels unsafe.

preferably, near parks, since parks
and thelr surrounding neighbor-

“ELIMINATING. HAZARDS |
- _'_-cLEUELmn Mﬁmumxs |

o Wlm zo'uun acre p_ rkland clavaland Hstroparks ‘encompassas a broad .
EN e spsntrum nl mre ional tand and autivlties In claveland and its suhurhs
_Th .dlversity "hrinﬂ with it all, the risks Inherent with’ ‘Being outsids, o
e ' k_Manager “We will never be abla to Identiiy them -
~ally burt we wlll wnrk to Idenuty and remove potential hazards.” L
Metroparks takes 8 pruachue appzoach io haatth sa!sty and smrlrnnman- o

. st sp .

up Intrees and avawthinn halwsen E\renthuuuh. hiu taw uues a Iunn way
toward protscting the agency ana[nst helng siuetl for mast kinds of in]urlas.
Matroparks seaks fo take all: reasunahla ‘steps’ to assure the safely of visitors;
whenaver ar.eidants do ageur, the ranger dapartment (park police) Investi- .
gates; cumplates 2 repoﬂ anid meets with the risk manager fo determine -
s!aps to remave lhe hazard i} naeessaw, Colss inspacts the accident slta,

' eccasiunally even walting at the danusr point untl!'maintenance comes to
repair 11 :

_ M:out 25 lniury clalms are ﬂled uuary vear with the agenw successfully
deiending ftself on the malnrlty of them Since coles was I:rnuum ot in 1998,
the total payout has heen less than $6,000. The agency s also cummlttad o
prisuring amployee- safety, with lhrea diﬁaram wnrkplaca commiitess meet-

. ing ' monthly to 1dentify hazards to share satety information with staff.
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- MEASURING PROPERTY VALUES |
INDIANHPDLls DEPRRTMENT OF. PAFIKS AHD RECREATIUH

s known lhat individaal parks aﬁeet the valua of eummun[tlas and naigh-
“horhoods whlch surround them — pnsltiuely in the case of well-maintained,
-well- used parks and negatwely in the case of lrnuhled infrequently-used
parks. Hm than 200 studies have’ bome out thls fact with the “influence

- radivs” axtending ahout 2 unu !eat {two-fifths ul 2 mile) from tha park bound-

: ary.

The must measurable indlcatar of cnmmunity daslrahlllty is property

- value, A syslematic !mking of valués near parks ¢an help delermine the
leval of interaction between parks and their neighborhsods Is..

At present ne sty eumprehenslvely_st
' near parks However, indlanapnlls‘ Depa
. come closar than mast wilh lts sunrey of the

up to a radius of about two-fifths
of a mile. (Of course, troubled
parks can have the opposite
result.) The sophisticated park
agency regularly collects data (or
contracts with a university or
other entity to obtain the data) in
order to (a) know which of its

- propgny salas racnrds trnm 1993 thrnunh 2001 1688 ¢hers will
precise impact of all'six of the Elty's major gregnwiys
futre version of the siuciy could cancelvahl'y r.arry aut:

the antire park s','slem : i P

ngas in prnpsrty values
of Parks and Hscrealion has
of omie lmpacts nf tha Manun

‘upon. hnusll}g nrlnes n

parks afe positively impacting the
surrounding neighborhood and
(b) have information to use with
the media, the tourism and real
estate industries, and even the
mayor's office at budget time.
Unfortunately, few agencies main-
tain this database,
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m Haw many natural resourcs
- professionals — horticuftur-
ists, foresters and land-
scape archltecls — do you
 have on stafi? -
m s there a nal_ural resource
' -ma'n_é'g"émeht-plan?'_ -
@ How much did your-agency
* 'spentl in the past flscal
-~ yaar, bfoken down by the
following calagnries?
{1) landscape and lree
: "maintenance
- {2)al other maintsnanca
'tasks,-f'such as trash and
' 'grafliti removal
@y recreaimnal program-
:mlng R
- {4) admlnlst;alion _
" _-‘-(5)-ca|iltal Improvemanls

of pruners, mowers and other
laborers.

Finally, since no system will
ever have enough paid staff to
accomplish all its goals, the excel- :
lent system has a high-visibility, .
citizen-friendly marketing pro- o

re a marke_ilnu plan tnr
7f s0, what

gram whereby members of the | :-_."--.-‘ls the matketing aﬁort' '
public can understand the stew- -hudge: anid how’ many staﬂ
ardship of the system and become ~ does it have?.

involved, if they wish.
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Agency Revenue from Fees, per Capita
(Counting Only Fees Which Are Kept Directly by the Agency)
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Budget Yr  Agency Fees Popu!att'o}z per

Kept Capita
Chir;ago Park District FY'01 $0 2,896,000 $0.00
Colorado Springs Parks and Recreation Department FY'00 30 361,000 $0.00
Dallas Parks and Recreation Dept FY'01 $0 1,189,000 $0.00
Denver Parks and Recreation Department FY'01 $0 555,000 $0.00
Fairmount Park Commission (Philadelphia) FY'01 $0 1,518,000 $0.00
Fresno Parks, Recreation and Community Services FY'01 $0 428,000 $0.00
Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation FY'01 $0 876,000 $0.00
Memphis Division of Park Services FY ‘02 $0 650,000 $0.00
Miami Parks and Recreation Department FY'01 $0 362,000 $0.00
Nashville/Davidson Metro Bd of Parks & Recreation 1 $0 545,000 $0.00
Oakland Office of Parks, Recreation, & Cuitural Affairs .& $0 399,000 $0.00
Oklahoma City Dept of Parks and Recreation " $0 506,000 $0.00
San Diego Park and Recreation Department % $0 1,223,000 $0.00
San Jose Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Servic& 01-02 $0 805,000 $0.00
Tampa Recreation Department FY '01 $0 303,000 $0.00.
Toledo Department of Parks, Recreation, -«% FY'01 $0 314,000 §0.00
Tucson Parks & Recreation FY 01 $0 487,000  $0.00
National Capital Region, National Park Service (D.C.) FY '02 $1,600 572,000 $0.00
Philadelphia Department of Recreation FY'01 $72,123 1,518,000 $0.05
Boston Dept of Parks and Recreation FY ‘01 $55,000 589,000 $0.09
Tampa Parks Department FY '01 $37,000 303,000 $0.12
New York City Dept of Parks and Recreation FY'0l ,000,000 8,008,000 $0.12
Metropolitan District Commission {Boston) FY'02 $83,000 589,000 $0.14
Mecklenburg County Parks and Recreation FY'01 $170,000 695,000 $0.24
San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department FY'00-01 B450,000 1,145,000 $0.39
Jacksonville Dept of Parks, Recreation & Entertainment FY 'Ot $413,000 736,000 $0.56
Columbus Recreation and Parks Department FY'0L  $569,000 711,000 $0.80
Tower Grove Park Comrnission (St. Louis) FY'02 $319,000 348,000 $0.92.
Cleveland Dept of Parks, Recreation & Property FY'01 b517,000 478,000 $1.08
Wednesday, October 23, 2002 Page I of 2



New Orleans Parks and Parkways Department
Baltimore City Dept of Recreation and Parks
District of Columbia Dept. of Parks and Recreation
Atlanta Dept of Parks and Recreation

Houston Parks and Recreation Department
Cincinnati Park Board

Forest Preserve District of Cook County (Chicago)
Audubon Nature Institute

Las Vegas Parks and Open Spaces Division
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation Dept

Phoenix Department of Parks and Recreation
Mesa Parks, Recreation & Cultural Division

Los Angeles Dept of Recreation and Parks
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Dept.

Louisville and Jefferson County Parks Department
Sacramento Office of Parks and Recreation
Fort Worth Parks and Community Services
Kansas City, Mo., Dept of Parks, Recreatio
Austin Parks and Recreation
Milwaukee County Parks
Portland Parks and Recreation
Arlington Parks and Recreation Department

New Orteans City Park Improvement Assoéiation
Virginia Beach Department of Parks and Recreation
Cincinnati Recreation Commission

Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation

Long Beach Parks, Recreation & Marine

Budget Yr  Agency Fees Population per

Kept Capita

FY'01  $555,000 485,000 $1.14
FY'01 ,030,000 651,000 $1.58
FY'01  §983,040 572,000 $1.72
Fy'‘ol $745,000 416,000 $1.79
FY'01 734,000 1,954,000 $2.42
FY ol 5879,000 331,000 $2.66
FY'01 645,000 2,896,000 $3.33
FY'01 , 760,000 485,000 $3.63
FY'01 ,9565,000 478,000 $5.37
FY'01 328,000 792,000 $5.46
FY'00-01 °,374,000 1,321,000 $5.58
FY'00-01 . 253,000 396,000 $5.69
1,490,000 3,695,000 $6.09
,&143,000 | 383,000 $8.21

) ,,'700,000 694,000 $8.21
-02 300,000 407,000 $10.57
& 00-01 . 150,000 535,000 $11.50
FY'01.02 |, 335,000 442,000 $12.07
FY'01 1,107,000 657,000 - $15.38
FY '00 769,000 940,000 $16.78
FY'00-01 135,000 529,000 $21.05
FY'01 ,049,000 333,000 $21.17
FY'01 ,980,000 485,000 $22.64
FY'01-02 600,000 425,000 $27.29
FY'02 , 847,000 331,000 $32.77
FY'0l , 000,000 563,000 $44.40
FY'00-01 037,000 462,000 $52.03

Average, per capita: $6.34
Page 2 of 2
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Adjusted Park Agency Expenditures (per resideny

P Yur S, Dol
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation FY '01 $120,749,000 $214
San Jose Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Services FY'01-02  $165,235,000 $185
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Dept. FY '01 $62,879,000 $164
Chicago Park District FY'01 $377,000,000 $130
Denver Parks and Recreation Department FY'01 $69,263,000 $125
Kansas City, Mo., Dept of Parks, Recreation & Blvds FY '01-02 $54,118,000 $122
Las Vegas Parks and Open Spaces Division FY'01 = $58,140,000 $122
Virginia Beach Department of Parks and Recreation FY '01-02 $51,447,000 $121
Phoenix Department of Parks and Recreation FY'00-01  $158,980,000 $120
National Capital Region, National Park Service (D.C.} FY 02 $67,500,000 $118
Sacramento Office of Parks and Recreation FY '01-02 $44,360,000 $109
Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation w ' $93,804,858 $107
Long Beach Parks, Recreation & Marine K’V '00-01 $47,802,000 $103
Portland Parks and Recreationt % FY'00-01 . $52,205,000 $99.
Cincinnati Recreation Commission & FY '02 $31,055,000 $94
Mesa Parks, Recreation & Cultural Diviss FY '00-01 $36,457,000 $92
Atlanta Dept of Parks and Recreation FY '01 $36,719,000 $88
San Diego Park and Recreation Departmen Fy'01 $101,775,000 $83
Austin Parks and Recreation FY')1 $51,773,000 $79
Tucson Parks & Recreation FY '01 $36,580,000 $75
Oakland Office of Parks, Recreation, & Cultural Affairs . FY '01-02 $28,983,000 373
Columbus Recreation and Parks Department FY '01 $51,000,000 $72
Colorado Springs Parks and Recreation Department FY'00 $24,783,000 $69
Fort Worth Parks and Community Services FY "00-01 $35,833,000 $67
‘ Cleveland Dept of Parks, Recreation & Property FY'01 $30,678,000 $64
Tampa Parks Department FY '01 $19,026,000 $63
Nashville/Davidson Metro Bd of Parks & Recreation FY '00-01 $29,828,000 $55
San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department FY '00-01 $61,925,000 $54
New York City Dept of Parks and Recreation FY '01 $431,930,000 $54
Milwaukee County Parks FY '00 $50,452,000 $54
Mecklenburg County Parks and Recreation FY '01 $36,439,000 $52
23-0ct-02 The Trust for Public Land Pagelof2
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Miami Parks and Recreation Department FY '01 $17,699,000 $49
Oklahoma City Dept of Parks and Recreation FY 02 $24,261,000 $48
Fresno Parks, Recreation and Community Services FY '01 $20,008,000 $47
Dallas Parks and Recreation Dept Fy'01 $53,680,000 $45
Arlington Parks and Recreation Department FY 01 $14,779,000 $44
Baltimore City Dept of Recreation and Parks Fy'01 $27,411,000 $42
Memphis Division of Park Services Fy '02 $27.,229,000 $42 _
Boston Dept of Parks and Recreation FY 01" $24,581,000 $42
Cincinnati Park Board FY '01 $12,682,000 $38
Philadelphia Department of Recreation Fy 01 $57,442,623 $38
District of Columbia Dept. of Parks and Recreation FY '01 $21,314,000 %37
Tampa Recreation Department FY'01 $10,550,000 $35
Toledo Department of Parks, Recreation, and Forestry FY '01 $10,719,000 $34
Houston Parks and Recreation Department N{ 01 $64,634,000 $33
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation Dept FY'O1 $25,147,000 $32
Jacksonville Dept of Parks, Recreation & Entertain Fy'0l $20,838,000 $28
New Orleans City Park Improvement Associati FY'01 $10,961,000 $23
Louisville and Jefferson County Parks [)8 ot FY '01-02 $14,786,028 $21
Metropolitan District Commission (B6STQy FY '02 $9,485,000 $16
Audubon Nature Institute FY '01 $7,760,000 $16
Forest Preserve District of Cook County {Chicago) FY'? $39,806,000 $14
Fairmount Park Commission (Philadelphia) FY 01 $19,000,000 $13
Los Angeles Dept of Recreation and Parks FY'00-01  $29,400,000 $8
Tower Grove Park Commission (St. Louis) FY '02 $2,030,100 %6
New Orleans Parks and Parkways Department FY'01 $1,948,780 84

*Adjusted budgets include both operating and capital expenditures, but exclude zoos, stadiums, museums

and aquariums.

23-0ct-02
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Acres of Parkland per 1000 Residents, by Place

(Grouped by Population Density Level)

Place Population  Total Acres City, County, ~ Acres Total
Metro, State and Federal Park/Open Space
Park/Open Space within per 1000
Place Population
Place Population Density Level: High Average, this density level: 8.0
Minneapolis - 383,000 5,694 14.9
Washington, D.C, 572,000 7,576 13.2
Oakland 399,000 3,822 9.6
Boston 589,000 5451 9.3
Baltimore 651,000 5,749 8.8
Los Angeles 3,695,000 30,134 8.2
San Francisco 777,000 591 7.6
Philadelphia 1,518,000 & 7.0
Long Beach 462,000 92 - 6.0
New York 8,008,000 5, 44
Chicago 2,896,000 6 © 4.0

Miami 362,000 & f138 31
i Rvh 12.2

Place Population Density Level: Interyy Average, this density level:

San Diego 1,223,000 38,993 319
Portland, Ore. 529,000 12,959 24.5
Cincinnati 331,000 7,000 211
Dallas 1,189,000 21,670 18.2
Arlington, Tex. 333,000 4,151 12.5
Las Vegas 478,000 5,416 11.3
Denver 555,000 6,251 1i.3
Seattle 563,000 6,024 10.7
St. Louis 348,000 3,385 9.7
Sacramento 407,000 3,694 2.1
Pittsburgh 335,000 2,735 8.2
Toledo 314,000 2,206 7.0
Detroit - 951,000 5,890 6.2
Cleveland 478,000 2,884 6.0
San Jose 895,000 3,858 4.3
Fresno 428,000 1,323 31
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Place

Population

Total Acres City, County,

Acres Total

Metro, State and Federal ~Park/Open Space

Park/Open Space within
Place

per 1060
Population

Place Population Density Level: Intermediate-low  Average, this density level:

El Paso
Albuquerque
Austin

Colorado Springs
Phoenix

Fort Worth
Louisville/Jefferson
Wichita

Tulsa

Memphis
Milwaukee/Milwauke
Indianapolis

San Antonio
Columbus

Tampa

Houston

New QOrleans
Atlanta

Mesa

Tucson

564,000
445,000
657,000
361,000
1,321,000
535,000
694,000
344,000
393,000
650,000
940,000
792,000

1,145,000 -

711,000
303,000
1,954,000
485,0
416,000
396,000
487,000

Place Population Density Level: Low

Jacksonville
Oklahoma City
Kansas City, Mo.
Charlotte/Mecklenbur
Virginia Beach
Honolulu
Nashville/Davidson

Toral Pbpufa!ion

23-0ct-02

736,000
506,000
442,000
695,000
425,000
876,000
545,000

147,491,000

26,372
17,746
21,938
10,150
36,944
14,410
13,899
6,773
7,110
1049

3,235
3,007
3,175

46.8
39.5
334
28.1
28.0
26.9
20.0
18.7

18.1

16.1
16.1
15.0
14.4

© 119

11.2
109
10.8
7.8
7.6
6.5

194

Average, this density level: 324

49,785
21,634
13,782
16472

9,532
17,538
10,272

Average, All Cities:

IR

* The Trust for Public Lan
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67.6

- 42.8

31.2
23,7
224
20.0
18.8

16.5
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Total Parkland as Percent of Place Area
(Grouped by Popularian Deunsity Level)

Land Area  Total City, County, Park/Open

(acres) Metro, State and Federal  Space as

Piace Park/Open Space within  Percent of
Place (acres) Land Area
Place Pop Density Level: High - Average, this Density Level: 13.1%
San Francisco 20,884 5,916 19.8%
Washington, D.C. 39,297 7,576 19.3%
New York 194,115 35,634 18.4%
Boston 30,992 5451 17.6%
Minneapolis 35,130 5,694 16.2%
Philadelphia 86,456 10,621 12.3%
Baltimore 51,714 5,749 11.1%
Oakland 35,875 3,822 10.7%
Los Angeles 300,201 30,134 10.0%
Long Beach 32,281 2,792 8.6%
Chicago 145,362 11,676 8.0%
Miami 22,830 1,138 5.0%
Place Pop Density Level: Intermediate-high Average, this bensity Level: 8.4%
San Diego 207,575 38,993 18.8%
Portland, Ore. 85,964 12,959 15.1%
Cincinnati 49,898 7,000 14.0%
Seattle 53,677 6,024 11.2%
Dallas 219,223 21,670 9.9%
St. Louis 39,630 3,385 8.5%
Pittsburgh 35,573 2,735 7.7%
Las Vegas 72,514 5,416 7.5%
Arlington, Tex, 61,322 4,151 6.8%
Detroit 88,810 5,890 6.6%
Denver 98,142 6,251 6.4%
Sacramento 62,180 3,694 5.9%
Cleveland 49,650 2,884 5.8%
Toledo 51,597 2,206 4.3%
San Jose 111,910 3,858 3.4%
Fresno 66,791 1,323 2.0%
Place Pop Density Level: Intermediate-low Average, this Density Level: 7.6%
El Paso 159,405 26,372 16.5%
Albugquerque 115,608 17,746 15.4%
23-0ct-02 " The Trust for Public Land Page 1 of 2



Land Area Total City, County, Park/Open
(acres) Metro, State and Federal  Space as

Place Park/Open Space within  Percent of
Place (acres) Land Area
Austin - 160,969 21,938 - 13.6%
Phoenix 303,907 36,944 12.2%
Milwaukee/Milwaukee Count 154,880 15,115 9.8%
Colorado Springs 118,874 190,150 8.5%
Wichita 86,879 6,773 7.8%
Fort Worth 187,222 14,410 7.7%
San Antonio 260,832 16,503 6.3%
Columbus 134,568 8,494 6.3%
Tulsa - 116,891 7,110 6.1%
Memphis 178,761 10,490 5.9%
Houston 370,818 21,252 5.7%
Louisville/Jefferson 246,400 13,899 5.6%
Indianapolis 231,342 11,868 5.1%
Tampa 71,720 3,408 4.8%
New Orleans 115,553 5,228 4.5%
Atlanta 84,316 3,235 3.8%
Mesa - 79,990 3,007 3.8%
Tucson 124,388 3,175 2.5%
Place Pop Density Level: Low Average, this Density Level: 5.8%
Jacksonville 537,000 49,785 9.3%
Kansas City, Mo. 200,664 13,782 6.9%
Virginia Beach™ 158,903 9,532 6.0%
Oklahoma City 388,463 21,634 5.6%
Charlotte/Mecklenburg 337,280 16,472 4.9%
Honolulu 384,000 17,538 4.6%
Nashville/Davidson 321,280 10,272 3.2%
Average, all places: 8.8%
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Acres Added in Past 30 Years

Agency Current Acres in %
' Acreage 1970 Growth
Mesa Parks, Recreation & Cultural Division 3,007 80 3659%
Jacksonville Dept of Parks, Recreation & Entertainment 39,424 2,160 1725%
Cleveland Lakefront State Park 476 44 982%
Las Vegas Parks and Open Spaces Division 3,065 482 536%
Virginia Beach Department of Parks and Recreation 2,311 476 386%
Arlington Parks and Recreation Department 4,151 900 361%
Golden Gate National Recreation Area {S.F) 2428 553 339%
San Diego Park and Recreation Department 35535 8,230 332%
Tampa Sports Authority 479 134 257%
Houston Parks and Recreation Department 19,825 5,582 255%
San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department 15,668 4,430 254%
Fresno Parks, Recreation and Community Services 1,323 383 245%
Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation 482 2,400 212%
Fort Worth Parks and Community Services 14,410 4,785 201%
Colorado Springs Parks and Recreation Departme% 8,950 3,136 185%
Tucson Parks & Recreation 2,835 1,043 172%
Metropolitan District Commission (Bost 2,850 1,129 161%
Austin Parks and Recreation 16,512 6,500 154%
Wichita Parks and Recreation Departme 6,773 2,689 152%
El Paso Parks & Recreation Dept, 1,855 800 132%
Phoenix Department of Parks and Recreation 35,344 17,871 98%
Kansas City, Me., Dept of Parks, Recreation & Blvds 11,500 6,602 74%
~ Oakland Office of Parks, Recreation, & Cultural Affairs 2,056 1,250 64%
Tulsa City Park and Recreation Department 6,105 4,010 52%
Tampa Parks Department 2,022 1,379 47%
Denver Parks and Recreation Department 6,251 4,252 47%
Audubon Nature Institute ) 1,600 1,100 45%
Dallas Parks and Recreation Dept 21,670 14;904 45%
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation 6,019 4,189 44%
Mecklenburg County Parks and Recreation 16,472 11,723 41%
Cincinnati Park Board _ ) 5,231 3,802 38%
Baltimore City Dept of Recreation and Parks 5,706 4,341 31%
Poriland Parks and Recreation 10,027 8,081 24%
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation Dept 10,176 8,953 19%
Chicago Park District 7373 6,276 17%
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Agency Current Acres in %
Acreage 1970 Growth
New York City Dept of Parks and Recreation 27,614 23,924 15%
Long Beach Parks, Recreation & Marine 2,792 2,457 14%
Oklahoma City Dept of Parks and Recreation 21,634 20,290 7%
Atlanta Dept of Parks and Recreation 3,210 3,000 7%
Los Angeles Dept of Recreation and Parks 15,518 14,505 7%
Louisville and Jefferson County Parks Department 13,509 12,700 6%
Milwaukee County Parks 15,115 14,280 6%
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Dept. 5,694 5,387 6%
Tower Grove Park Commission (St. Louis) 289 275 5%
Fairmount Park Commission (Philadelphia) 8,000 8,544 4%
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 3,317 3,229 3%
Forest Preserve District of Cook County (Chicago) 3,690 3,625 2%
Gateway National Recreation Area 7,138 7,138 0%
New Orleans City Park Improvement Association 1,500 1,500 0%
Cincinnati Recreation Commission : 1,624 1,624 0%
Toledo Department of Parks, Recreation, and Fores \3,206 2,214 0%
5t. Louis Dept of Parks, Recreation & Forestry 001 3,166 -5%
Memphis Division of Park Services 4,852 5,586 -13%
Boston Dept of Parks and Recreation Cb 2,260 2,620 -14%
New Orleans Parks and Parkways Department 1,414 1,769 20%
Columbus Recreation and Parks Departp@h 7,108 . 10,104 -30%
Cleveland Dept of Parks, Recreation § 1,391 2,855 -51%
District of Columbia Dept. of Parks and Igreayfon 800 b
San Jose Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood y€rvices 3,748 i
Sacramento Office of Parks and Recreation 3,394 ***
Albuquerque Parks & General Services : 15,901 b
Nashville/Davidson Metro Bd of Parks & Recreation 10,272 Ll
Tampa Recreation Department f
National Capital Region, National Park Service (D.C\) 6,776 h
New Orleans Recreation Department _ 560 fl
Detroit Recreation Department 5,890 b
Philadelphia Department of Recreation 1,400 bl
Miami Parks and Recreation Department 1,100 fi
Pittsburgh Dept of Parks and Recreation 2,691 ik
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Acres of Parkland per 1000 Residents, by City Agency

Agency Place Park/Open  Acres per 1000
Population Space Acres Residents

Jacksonville Dept of Parks, Recreation & Entert 736,000 39,424 53.6
Oklahoma City Dept of Parks and Recreation 506,000 21,634 42.8
Albuquerque Parks & General Services 449,000 15,901 35.4
San Diego Park and Recreation Department 1,223,000 35,535 29.1
Fort Worth Parks and Community Services 535,000 14,410 26.9
Phoenix Department of Parks and Recreation 1,321,000 35,344 26.8
Kansas City, Mo., Dept of Parks, Recreation & B 442,000 11,500 26.0
Austin Parks and Recreation 657,000 16,512 25.1
Colorado Springs Parks and Recreation Departm 361,000 8,950 24.8
Mecklenburg County Parks and Recreation 695,000 16,472 23.7
Wichita Parks and Recreation Department WOO 6,773 19.7
Louisville and Jefferson County Parks Departm: 94,000 13,509 19.5
Portla-nd Parks and Recreation ' 2,000 ‘ 10,027 19.0
Nashville/Davidson Metro Bd of Parks & re 545,000 10,272 18.8
Dallas Parks and Recreation Dept : 1,189,000 21,670 18.2
Milwaukee County Parks 940,000 15,115 16.1
Cincinnati Park Board 331,000 5,231 15.8
Tulsa City Park and Recreation Department 393,000 6,105 15.5
Minneapclis Park and Recreation Dept. 383,000 5,604 14.9
San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department 1,145,000 15,668 | 13.7
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation Dept 792,000 10,176 12.8
Arlington Parks and Recreation Department 333,000 4,151 12.5
National Capitel Region, National Park Service{ 572,000 6,776 11.8
Denver Parks and Recreation Department 555,000 6,251 11.3
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation 563,000 6,019 10.7
Houston Parks and Recreation Department 1,954,000 19,825 10.1
Columbus Recreation and Parks Department 711,000 7,108 10.0-
Baltimore City Dept of Recreation and Parks 651,000 5,706 8.8

St. Louis Dept of Parks, Recreation & Forestry 348,000 3,001 8.6

23-0ct-02 Trust for Public Land Page I of 3



Agency Place Park/Open  Acres per 1000

- Population Space Acres Residents

Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation 876,000 7,482 8.5
Sacramento Office of Parks and Recreation 407,000 3,394 8.3

Pittsburgh Dept of Parks and Recreation 335,000 2,691 8.0
Atlanta Dept of Parks and Recreation 416,000 3,210 7.7
Mesa Parks, Recreation & Cultural Division 396,000 3,007 7.6
Memphis Division of Park Services 650,000 4,852 7.5
Toledo Department of Parks, Recreation, and Fo 314,000 2,206 7.0
Tampa Parks Department 303,000 2,022 6.7
Las Vegas Parks and Open Spaces Division 478,000 3,065 6.4
Detroit Recreation Department 951,000 5,890 6.2
Long Beach Parks, Recreation & Marine 462,000 2,792 6.0
Fairmount Park Commission {Philadelphia) 1,518,000 8,900 5.9
Tucson Parks & Recreation 87,000 2,835 5.8
Virginia Beach Department of Parks and Recre MOO 2,311 5.4
Oakland Office of Parks, Recreation, & Cultu ,000 2,056 5.2
Metropolitan Distriet Commission (Boston) %89,000 2,950 5.0
Cincinnati Recreation Commission 331,000 1,624 4.9
777,000 3,317 4.3
3,695,000 15,518 4.2
895,000 3,748 4.2
Boston Dept of Parks and Recreation 589,000 2,260 3.8
New York City Dept of Parks and Recreation 8,008,000 27,614 3.4
Audubon Nature Institute 485,000 1,600 3.3
El Pago Parks & Recreation Dept. 564,000 1,855 3.3
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (S.F.) 777,000 2,428 3.1
New Orleans City Park Improvement Associatio 485,000 1,500 3.1
Fresno Parks, Recreation and Community Servi 428,000 1,323 3.1
Miami Parks and Recreation Department 362,000 1,100 3.0
New Orleans Parks and Parkways Department - 485,000 1,414 2.9
Cleveland Dept of Parks, Recreation & Property 478,000 1,391 2.9
Chicago Park District 2,896,000 7,373 2.5
Tampa Sports Authority 303,000 479 1.6

Page 2 of 3
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Agency Place Park/Open  Acres per 1000
Population Space Acres Residents
District of Columbia Dept. of Parks and Recreati 572,000 800 1.4
Forest Preserve District of Cook County {Chicag 2,826,000 3,690 1.3
New Orleans Recreation Depariment 485,000 560 1.2
Cleveland Lakefront State Park 478,000 476 1.0
Philadelphia Department of Recreation 1,518,000 1,400 0.9
Gateway National Recreation Arca 8,008,000 7,138 0.9
Tower Grove Park Commission (St. Louis) 348,000 289 0.8
Tampa Recreation Department 303,000
Average, All Agencies: 11.0
23-0ct-02 Trust for Public Land Page 3 of 3



Acres, Designed, per Employee

Agency ' Full Time  Designed Designed Acres
Employees Acres per Employee
Oklahoma City Dept of Parks and Recreation 219 -9,6 16 43.9
Fort Worth Parks and Community Services 287 9,647 33.6
Cincinnati Park Board 119 3,849 32.3
Indianapolis Parks and Recreation Dept 206 4,502 21.9
San Diego Park and Recreation Department 855 14,412 16.9
Jacksonville Dept of Parks, Recreation & Entertainment 387 6,444 16.7
Dalias Parks and Recreation Dept 900 14,170 15.7
Fairmount Park Commission (Philadelphia) 217 3,400 15.7
Milwaukee County Parks 485 7,538 15.5
Mecklenburg County Parks and Recreation 368 5,354 14.5
Houston Parks and Recreation Department 1,345 19,168 143
Columbus Recreation and Parks Department % 382 4,859 12.7
Toledo Department of Parks, Recreation, and Jores a2 974 10.6
Baltimore City Dept of Recreation and Par 291 3,079 10.6
Kansas City, Mo., Dept of Parks, Recreat & Blvds 505 5,300 10.8
Louisville and Jefferson County P ent 444 4,631 10.4
Tower Grove Park Commission (St. "% 29 239 10.0
Colorado Springs Parks and Recreation yepartment 174 1,685 9.7
Long Beach Parks, Recreation & Marine . 280 2,613 9.3
Arlington Parks and Recreation Department 208 1,922 9.2
Boston Dept of Parks and Recreation 235 2,166 9.2
Mesa Parks, Recreation & Cultural Division 171 1,558 9.1
New York City Dept of Parks and Recreation . 2,076 18,617 9.0
Gateway National Recreation Area 200 1,670 8.4
Austin Parks and Recreation 508 4,056 8.0
Las Vegas Parks and Open Spaces Division 107 817 7.6
Virginia Beach Department of Parks and Recreation 282 2,144 7.6
Nashville /Davidson Metro Bd of Parks & Recreation 513 3,667 7.1
Memphisg Division of Park Services 413 2,911 7.0
Atlanta Dept of Parks and Recreation 215 1,477 6.9
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Agency Full Time  Designed Designed Acres
Employees Acres per Employee
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Honolulu Department of Parks and Recreation 798 4,686 5.9
Cincinnati Recreation Commission 255 1,476 5.8
Tampa Parks Department 305 1,611 5.3
Portland Parks and Recreation 386 2,027 5.3
San Antonio Parks and Recreation Department 846 4,331 5.1
Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation 910 4,562 8.0
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Dept. 600 3,000 5.0
Fresno Parks, Recreation and Community Services 206 1,022 5.0
New Orleans City Park Improvement Association - 312 1,500 4.8
Denver Parks and Recreation Department 859 3,947 4.6
Los Angeles Dept of Recreation and Parks 1,853 8,501 4.6
Tucson Parks & Recreation 483 2,173 4.5
Cleveland Dept of Parks, Recreation & Propert 330 1,391 4.2
Sacramento Office of Parks and Recreation & 362 1,470 41
Oakland Office of Parks, Recreation, & Cul 264 990 3.8
Miami Parks and Recreation Department . 318 1,100 3.5
San Joge Parks, Recreation & Neighborh& ces 561 1,900 3.4
Chicago Park District 2,162 7,028 3.3
Phoenix Department of Parks and I on 1,177 3,435 2.9
Philadelphia Department of Recreation S50 1,400 2.5
New Orleans Parks and Parkways Department 231 417 1.8
District of Columbia Dept. of Parks and Recreation 589 500 0.8
Forest Preserve District of Cook County (Chicago} 850 185 0.2
Albuquerque Parks & General Services 314 0 0.0
Wichita Parks and Recreation Department 211 0 0.0
El Paso Parks & Recreation Dept. 186 -0 0.0
Tulsa City Park and Recreation Department 504 0 0.0
Cleveland Lakefront State Park 34 0 0.0
New Orleans Recreation Department 251 0 0.0
Tampa Recreation Department ‘ 182 0 0.0
San ¥rancisco Recreation and Park Department 1,197 0 0.0
Detroit Recreation Department 620 0 0.0
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Full Time  Designed Designed Acres

Agency
Employees Acres per Employee

St. Louis Dept of Parks, Recreation & Forestry 192 0 0.0
Pittsburgh Dept of Parks and Recreation 148 0 0.0
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (S.F.} 0

National Capital Region, National Park S¢rvice (D.C.} 3,148

Audubon Nature Institute _ ' 600
Metropolitan District Commission [Boston) 1,800

Tampa Sports Authority ' 0

Average 7.9
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